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Wednesday January 23,2002 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to voice my support for the bill that will permit a one-time call to eliminate 
telemarketing calls. I understand that you need to hear fiom the American people on this 
issue. In our household without being rude we cut off most calls. It would be a pleasure 
to know that we could end this annoyance. 

Thank you, 

Karen Bunnelle 
James Bunnelle 



W.B. Mailed to your individual SW Den. Offices 

Senator Ben Campbell 
380 Russell Senate Bldg. 
Washington DC 20410 

Mo25Fb02 

Representative Tom Tancredo 
11 23 Longworth House Building 
Washington DC 20515 

Federal Trade Comm., Consumer Protection 
Pennsylvania Av. & 6‘h St. NW 
Washington OC 20580 

Subject: FTC proposal of a Federal ‘Do Not Call Registry’, aired on Washington Journal, 
C-SPAN, today, with Howard Beales, Director of Consumer Protection. 

Good Sirs, 

We support this Federal, ‘Do Not Call’ Registry. Put us in the ‘Most Angry, Strongest 
Support’ box. If you have one labeled, ‘Absolute Hatred’, check that box 

I’m surprised but equally pleased that this Bush administration FTC has chosen to open a 
review of this issue. I hope the apparent objective is not a fraud, intended only as a farce 
to gain a talking point. I’m confident that Democrats will note this latter if it develops, shift- 
ing still further my sense of political anger. But you deserve the assumption of genuine- 
ness, and I stoutly applaud this direction of policy, wishing more concern for citizens. 

Pleading to US West/Quest, using their special operator, at a $1. cost as I recall, tells us 
only that the offending, computer controlled, call came from, say, Tampa FL. I found this to 
be so after answering three, ‘no-one-there’, calls between 9am and 6pm in one day, and 
the operator explained this system, whereby a computer keeps calling homes, assuring the 
presence of someone answering when the commercial caller initiates a new ‘conversation’, 
without the caller doing anything but ‘sell’. No hands-on of any sort. A futile run from our 
back yard each time, thinking the call from a relative or friend, and ‘raised’ to respond. 

Colorado recently enacted Legislation with a similar Registry. Now a loophole enables a 
commercial caller to ‘leave a message should we wish some service’. We never wish the 
service or product, but have often made the run, as above, nonetheless. 

Genuine and unique exceptions are the various charities, which we approve. Unfortunately 
the Denver Police Protective League, or similar, have equal status. Fewer calls though. 

Unlisted numbers and various blocks both ‘cost’ and interfere with genuine calls we wish 
to make. Example: My not-long-ago call to a silver-smith in Nevada was refused because 
the instrument I was using, a daughter’s, utilized a blocking device to cloak their number, 
was recognized as such by the crafter’s, and rejected outright on this basis, as a selected 
choice by the crafter. I had to seek a unblocked ‘phone. We are increasingly a Nation of 
predators and privacy-fixed people. 

Please remove the telephone from the commercial arena, at least from those who want to 
hear only a non-commercial voice. Four of five choices were addressed by Mr. Beales. I 
support this approach. Not the method sought by Mr.Tyler Prochnow, lawyer for American 

ations are literally glut-limited. 
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January 30,2002 

FTC 
Office of the Secretary 
Room 159 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W 
Washington, D.C. 20580 

Re: FTC Proposal for national telemarketing do-not-call list 
File No. R4 1 1 00 1 

Gent 1 emen : 

I support your proposal for a national telemarketing do-not-call list. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Coffey 



March 1 ,  2002 

Federal Trade Com. 
Office of the Secretary 
Room 1 59  
600 Pennsylvania Ave. NW. 
Washington DC, 20580 

Dear Sirs : 

Kindly note that we have been receiving unbearable amounts 
of telecommunication calls at all hours. We have asked both 
Sprint and MCI to stop calling, but, they are only two of 
the many that persist. 

We would like to be put on the list of homeowners that do 
not wish to have these calls, and understand that this is 
possible by writing to your department. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

Sincgrely, 

' &d& Robert Conn 

Claudette Conn 
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1 Barbara Crawford I 

Office of the 5ecretary 
Room 159, Federal Trade Commission 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20560 

5UE3JECX My cornmen% on the proposed changes to the Telemarketing 5ales Rule, including 
the proposat to create a national "do not call" registry. -- - - -.-_ 

(a) How long should a telehone number remain on the national "do not call" registrv? 

Five years. Or at least two. 

@) Who should be permitted to recluest that  a telephone number be placed on the "do not call" registrv? 

The line subscriber only. 

5hould rmuests from the line subscrber's s~ouse or adult chil#) be permitted? 

No, it should only be the person who pays for the telephone line. 

5hould third parties (outside the FTC) be permitted to collect and forward reauests t o  be Put on the "do not 
ca I I" registr v? 

No, there should be one central, FTC controlled list. 

(c) What securitv measures are appropriate and ne~essarv t o  ensure that onlv those people who want t o  place 
their telephone numbers on the "do not call" registrv can do so? 

They should call from the phone number they wish to be placed on the 
list. 

5hould consumers be able to verifv that  their numbers have been placed on the registrv? If so. how? 

Yes, they should get a letter, fax or e-mail from.the FTC confirming 
they are on the list after they place the number on it. 

(d) %ould the "do not call" reaistrv be an "all or nothina" option or should it instead allm my~sumers to specify 
the davs or time of day that  thev are willing.to accept telemarketing calls? 

All or nothing. 

1.40 7 . .  



[e) The proposed rule would permit consumem or donors who place their name and telephone number on the "do 
not call" registrv t o  provide exmess verifiable authorization to specific sellers or organizations to make calls to 
them. How will this rmuirement affect those entities with which a consumer or donor has a me-exisiting 
relationship? 

Entities with which a consumer or donor has a pre-exisiting relationship 
should not be able to call the consumer unless the consumer has 

, specifically provided express verifiable authorization that they can. 
Even if I am a customer of Company X, Company X should not be able to 
telemarket to me unless I have expressly indicated that they can. 

[a) What is the e f f m t  (including any benefits and costs). if anv. on consumers? 

Numerous benefits for consumers: They do not get bothered at home, their 
phone lines do not get tied up, and they get to seek out the marketing 
information they desire, instead of having i t  shoved down their throats. 

What is the imoact (includina anv benefits and costs1. if any. on individual firms tha t  must comolv with the 
- Rule? 

Benefits: They get to market to people who specificaly invite them to do 
so, and avoid the wrath of people who do not want to be bothered. Their 
call-to-sale ratio should improve. 

fc) What is the impact (includina anv benefits and costs). if anv. on industrv? 

The telemarketing industry will (thankfully) have less people working in 
it. These people need to find normal jobs anyway. 

(d) What chanaes. if anv. should be made to the Proposed Rule to minimize anv cost to industrv or consumers? 

The telemarketing industry should pay for the creation and maintenance 
of the database. This can easily be done with the money collected from 
violations of the rule, which I'm sure there will be. 

[e) How would each suaaested Ghana3 affect the benefiG tha t  rniaht be provided by the proposed Rule to 
consumers or industrv? 

Huh? I don't get this question. 

(fl How would the woposed h l e  affect small business entities with respect to cmts. wofitabilitv, 
cornvetitiveness. and emdoynent? 

Small businesses can be competitive without telemarketing. It's called 
"Listing your business in the Yellow Pages". They will not waste money 
on employing telemarketers. Thus they will save on costs and be more 
profitable. 

1488 



'I 

9 

.. 



1410 



Irene Dailev 
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Office of the Secretary 
Room 159, Federal Trade Commission 
600 Pennsylvania Ave, NW 
Washington 20850 

In re: "DO Not Call" 

Gentlemen: 

31 January, 2002 

I was most delighted to read in yesterday's Post that there seems to be a real 
possibility that a serious movement is now afoot to rid my house of telemarketers. I 
say, HURRAY! This has been far too long in coming. 

Sure, all those people have a living to make, but so do we all. The difference is that 
most of us do not have to make a living annoying other people. I don't need to read 
out the litany of irritation my wife and I feel at these unwanted intrusions into our 
lives. 

I won't take any more of your time, because I hope this is but one of thousands of 
comunications you will receive on this subject. But please make certain that when 
your list of "Do not Call" numbers is iven to these bandits, our phone numbers: - (mine) an &e on that list. 

Thank you for moving on this, and the sooner the better! 

Sincerely, 
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Telemarketing Rulemaking -- Comment. 
FTC File No. R411001 

January 29,2002 

FTC 
Office of the Secretary, Room 159 
600 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 
Washington, DC 20580 

F 

To whom it may concern: 

A strong vote of “yes” for your proposal for a national telemarketing do-not-call list. My wife 
works at home and these constant, random calls drive her nuts. 

Sincerely, I 
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March 1,2002 

Ofice of the Secretary, Room 159 
Federal Trade Commission 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20580 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I herewith submit my comments on the pending proposal to establish a centralized, national ‘’Do 
Not Call” registry. I strongly support the adoption of this proposal. 

I emphatically do not want my privacy to be invaded by calls fiom telemarketers, which seem to 
be growing more frequent. When I receive one, I stop the “pitch” and ask to be put on a list that 
no calls shall be made to my number. Since I have been doing this for over a decade, one would 
expect that the number of such calls would diminish over time. That has not been the case. 

I therefore believe that the FTC proposal for a national register is needed and would be effective 
since, if violations occur after the regulation is adopted, there would be some governmental 
sanction, unlike the unsatisfactory situation today. 

I recognize that the telemarketing content has First Amendment protection. But that does not 
mean that the telemarketer has a First Amendment right to invade one’s privacy and to insist on 
being heard. Although under the present circumstances, the marketer can be (and often is) 
interrupted and told not to call again, such requests are not always honored. It is therefpre more 
reasonable for a national register, activated by the recipient, to inform the marketsr t&( the 
contact will not be tolerated, that it must stop at once, and that the privacy of this in&c\dual or 
family should not be invaded. By this process, the marketer will not lose time doingda &tile 
contact, and the recipient will have effectively preserved privacy. 

The argument is made that this will be costly in jobs and to commerce. I urge you to view the 
figures cited - 6 million jobs and 668 billion in sales - with great suspicion. It seems that when 
some regulation along the lines here proposed is advanced, the industry involved oRen makes 
assumptions that it will result in Armageddon. But assuming that there is some substantial 
effect, I urge that it is far over-balanced by the ensuing gain in privacy. America is not solely 
about commerce - it is equally about the quality of life. Your proposed regulation I& markedly 
advance the quality of life in this new century. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on.this most impmant proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 

L-c pQQQQ- 
ithF. Geller 
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